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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the application filed on 10/06/2000, with 
Michael G. Gyde and Mark I. Snyder as the Inventors. 

2. The application is entitled: "METHODS AND APPARATUS FOR DISPLAYING 
INFORMATION". 

3. Claims 1-20 are pending in the application, with claims 1 , 6, AND 14 being 
independent claims. Preliminary amendment, A1, has been received and the respective 
claims have been amended to the application. 

Claims 

4. The prior art referenced to make the respective claim rejection is attached 
enclosed by (). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Hargrove, U.S. Patent No., 5,371,847. 

7. In regards to claim 1 , Hargrove clearly discloses a display comprising a 

r 

plurality of panels, wherein at least one of the panels is selectively configurable 
to have a size corresponding to a defined selection of sizes, and wherein at least 
one of the limited selection of sizes is substantially 1/6, 1/3, and 2/3 of the display. 
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• Hargrove discloses in the "Background of the Invention" section, that 
Microsoft® Windows allows the user to automatically arrange a plurality of 
windows in a tiled arrangement. The size of each tiled window depends on 
the number of windows to be tiled, and tiling five windows results in four of 
the windows having a size, which is substantially 1/6 of the display (Col. 
1 , lines 7-56 and FIG. 1-7). The selection of sizes is limited since the 
size of the windows (panels) depends on the total number of windows 
(panels) to be tiled and the resizing of the windows is performed 
automatically by Microsoft® Windows based on that number of windows. 

• Hargrove also discloses a method and system for specifying the 
arrangement of windows on a display device in accordance with a user- 
specified arrangement (Col. 2, lines 18-31). The user is allowed to specify 
the number of rows and columns to display on the grid, which determines 
the size of each panel (Col. 2, lines 4-48 and FIG 14). The selection of 
panel sizes is limited by the user interface, wherein the line segments that 
physically makeup the rectangular panel are added or removed by the 
user (FIG 14 and Col. 48 - Col. 5, line 2). Further, FIG. 11B clearly shows 
two of the panels having a size substantially 1/3 of the display; FIG. 12B 
clearly shows one of the panels having a size substantially 1/3 of the 
display and two of the panels having a size substantially 1/6 of the display; 
FIG. 13B clearly shows two of the panels having a size substantially 1/6 of 
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the display and one of the panels having a size substantially 2/3 of the 
display. 

8. In regards to claims 2, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claim 1 are applied. The additional limitation of panel size of substantially V2 and 3/3 
of the display are disclosed by Hargrove above, since Hargrove allows the user to 
selectively determine the size of the panels by selecting the number of rows and 
columns and subtracting the necessary line segments to create the desired panel size. 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

1 1 . Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hargrove in view of Microsoft® Excel 2000 (Copyright© 1985-1999). 

12. In regards to claim 3, Hargrove discloses the limitation of multiple programs 
displaying information simultaneously on the same display using plurality of tiled display 
windows and the limitation of allowing the user to manually resize each window as 
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applied to claims 1-2 above, but does not explicitly disclose the limitation of a 
modification interface for changing at least one of the selected display content 
and the size of the panel. Microsoft® Excel 2000, however, discloses the said 
limitation. 

• The panel size can re resized by clicking the right lowermost corner and 
dragging the pointer using a standard mouse user interface (Page 3). In 
addition, contents of each panel can be changed by using the 'open' tool 
bar to open a new file for a specific panel (Page 4) or by creating new 
content manually in the panel. Further, each panel comprises a 
'workbook', which comprises a plurality of 'worksheets' that new contents 
can be inputted onto (Page 5). 
1 3. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the teachings 
of Hargrove and to add from Microsoft® Excel 2000, the modification interface for 
changing the panel size and content in order to manually resize each panel to a desired 
size and to allow a plurality of contents to be displayed on each panels of the display 
unit. In certain application, such as aviation, it is essential to monitor a plurality of 
information simultaneously and to shift from one content to another. It is also essential 
to resize the panel having the desired content in order to closely monitor the desired 
content at certain situation, such as flight altitude and speed during takeoff and landing. 
In addition, both references are directed to displaying a plurality of panels on a display 
unit, which the panel sizes are selectively configurable. 
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14. In regards to clam 4, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 1-3 are applied. The limitations of a menu and a plurality of tabs are disclosed 
by Microsoft® Excel 2000 (Pages 5-7). 

15. In regards to claim 5, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 1-4 are applied. Both Hargrove and Microsoft® Excel 2000 discloses method 
of allowing the user to selectively configure the content and the size of each panel. 

16. Claims 6,10 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Muller et al., U.S. Patent No., 6,072,473 in view of Briffe et al. f U.S. Patent No., 
6,112,141. 

17. In regards to claim 6, Muller et al. and Briffe et al. in combination disclose the 
following limitations. 

A cockpit display system, comprising: 

• Muller et al. discloses a cockpit display system comprises of a plurality of 
display units, wherein each display unit is disposed to displaying different 
set of flight information (FIG. 1, 3, 5 and Col. 3, line 34 -Col. 23) 

(a) a plurality of monitors for displaying a plurality of sets of 
information; and 

• The same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied to the 
preamble above are applied. The plurality of display units (FIG. 1 , No. 7- 
12) are specifically a plurality of monitors. 

(b) a processor communicating with the plurality of monitors, wherein 
the processor provides a plurality of panels, and wherein at least one of the 
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panels is selectively configurable to have a size corresponding to a defined 
selection of sizes, and wherein at least one of the limited selection of sizes 
is substantially 1/6, 1/3, and 2/3 of the display. 

• Muller et al. also discloses the limitation of a processor controlling a 
plurality of display elements (monitors) (Col. 2, lines 19-28). 

• Muller et al. discloses the limitation of having each display element 
consisting in a screen or part of a screen, and a same screen can 
comprise several separate areas each comprising subset of the display 
element called, "display sub-element". In addition, the shape and 
disposition of the display sub-elements may vary within their respective 
screens, depending on the function mode at the time. Thus, each display 
element (monitor) comprises of a plurality of panels, and each panel 
shape and size changes depending on the function mode (Col. 4, lines 14- 
23). In addition, Muller et al. discloses using a sensitive surface (one per 
pilot) as a user input device to interact with the display elements and sub- 
elements. The sensitive surface has several operating modes, i.e. a 
plurality of display element selection modes, in each of which the sensitive 
surface is virtually divided into a plurality of area corresponding 
isomorphically with the disposition, either of the display elements inside 
the cockpit or the display sub-elements inside any one of the display 
elements (Col. 4, lines 24-32TCOL4, lines 58-65; Col. 5., line 39 - Col. 6, 
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line 7). The sensitive surface specifically performs the function of 
selectively changing the size of each display panel. 

• Muller et al. do not explicitly disclose the limitation of defined selection of 
panel sizes at least one of substantially 1/6, 1/3, and 2/3 of the 
display, but Briffe et al. discloses the said limitation. Briffe et al. clearly 
discloses automatically compressing the display panel representing maps 
and charts from % to 1/6 of the screen (Col. 16, lines 43-46); allocating at 
least 1/3 of the screen size for displaying horizontal situation (Col. 18, 
lines 39-42); and reducing the size of the vertical profile display from % to 
1/6 of the screen (Col. 18, lines 42-44). 

• In addition, the applicant fails to disclose the criticality of the specific sizes, 
1/6, 1/3, and 213 of the display. The different sizes for the panels depend 
on the importance of the information displayed on each panel for different 
situations and the specific functions being executed. More important data 
are displayed on panels with a larger portion of the total display area, but 
there is no criticality of the specific sizes. 

18. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to take the teachings of Muller 
et al. and to add from Briffe et al. the method of expanding and shrinking the size of 
panels on the display in order to expand the panels that displays more important data 
and to shrink the panels that display less important data depending on the situation and 
the instrument function being executed. In addition, both references are directed to a 
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cockpit display system, wherein a plurality of display panels are display a plurality of 
information. 

19. In regards to claim 10, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claim 6 are applied. 

20. In regards to claim 13, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 6, and 1 1-12 are applied. All references disclose the limitation of a plurality of 
panels presenting a selected content of a plurality of display contents as applied to 
claim 6 above. Each panel representing a specific content is sized appropriately to 
correspond to the selected content. 

21. Claims 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Muller et al., U.S. Patent No., 6,072,473 in view of Briffe et al., and further in view of 
Palmer et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication No., 2003/0025719. 

22. In regards to claim 1 1 , Muller et al. and Briffe et al. disclose the limitation of a 
plurality of display panels, wherein at least one of the panels presenting a plurality of 
display contents, which specifically is at least one of the panels presenting a first 
selected display of content of a plurality of display contents, but do not disclose the 
limitation of a modification interface for changing at least one of the selected 
display content and the size of the panel. 

• Palmer et al. discloses a display unit with a plurality of panels displaying a 
plurality of information, wherein the navigation, communication and control 
functions are configurable as desired (Paragraphs [0025] - [0027]), which 
specifically are selectively configurable panels. Palmer also discloses the 
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limitation of expanding the sizes of the COM 1, NAV 1, and HF 1 display 
panel and returning to the previous smaller display size (Paragraphs 
[0029] - [0031]). Expanding and returning the size of the panels are 
specifically changing the size of the panels. 
• Palmer et al. also discloses the limitations of the V* page toggling button, 
page selection display segment, next page advancing button, and 
previous button allow the user to change the content of the panel to the 
next page (FIG. 1, No. 110; FIG. 2, No. 206; FIG. 3, No. 306; FIG. 4, 
upper left-hand corner; and Paragraph [0027]). In addition, a drop down 
menu incorporated into the COM V2 display segment and the HF !4 display 
segments allows another way to change contents for the panel (Paragraph 
[0028]). Further, a menu button or any type of selection signal in the COM 
1 area allows for expanding the panel area and returning to its previous 
smaller display size (Paragraph [0029]). 
23. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the teachings 
of Muller et al. and Briffe et al. and to add from Palmer et al. the method of modification 
interface in order to provide to the user a standard and intuitive graphical interface for 
changing the panel size and content. A pilot needs to easily interface with the display 
during a flight, and the said modification interface allows the pilot to intuitively selectively 
change the display in order to display the desired content in the desired size. In 
addition, both references are directed to a cockpit display system, wherein a plurality of 
display panels are display a plurality of information. 
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24. In regards to claim 12, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claim 1 1 are applied. A tab is one type of a button, and thus the said buttons 
disclosed by Palmer et al. as applied to claim 1 1 above are specifically a plurality of 
tabs. 

25. Claims 7-8, 14, 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Muller et al. in view of Briffe et al. as applied to claims 6, 10 and 13 above, and 
further in view of Factor, U.S. Patent No. 6,281,810. 

26. In regards to claim 7, Muller discloses a processor controlling a plurality of 
monitors displaying a plurality of information, which specifically is a processor 
providing a first set of information to a first monitor and a second set of 
information to a second monitor as applied to claim 6 above, but does not disclose 
the limitation of the processor configured to provide the second set of information 
to the first monitor if the second monitor fails. 

27. Factor discloses the limitation of two independent projectors with the first 
projector displaying a first set of information on the bottom row and the second projector 
displaying a second set of information on the top row of the same LCD monitor. When 
one projector fails, the other projector displays both the first and second set of 
information on both the top and bottom rows of the LCD monitor (Col. 5, lines 21-53). 
Factor also discloses two independent computer/projector systems (Col. 2, lines 17-40), 
and a computer specifically comprises of a processor. The same concept using the two 
projectors as disclosed by Factor is applied to two monitors as applied to claim 6 above. 
Just as it is the case for the two projectors, if one monitor fails, the other monitor 
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displays all information, which specifically is displaying the second set of information on 
the first monitor. 

28. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the teachings 
of Muller et al. and Briffe et al. and to add from Factor the method of displaying two sets 
of information using two projectors, wherein the first projector displays the second set of 
information when the second projector fails in order to provide independent redundant 
display system to provide backup display of all critical cockpit instrument information. 
The same concept is applied to the monitors, wherein the first monitor displays the 
second set of information if the second monitor fails. In addition, all references are 
directed to a cockpit display system, wherein a plurality of display panels are display a 
plurality of information. 

29. In regards to claim 8, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 6-7 are applied. Briffe et al. discloses the limitation of changing the size of the 
panel as applied to claim 6 above, and Factor discloses the limitation of displaying the 
second set of information on the first monitor if the second monitor fails. In order to 
display both the first and second set of information on the first monitor, the first panel 
representing the first set of information must be reduced in size in order to display the 
second set of information along with the first set of information on the first monitor. 

30. In regards to claim 14, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 6 and 7 are applied. 

31 . In regards to claim 17, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 10 and 14 are applied. 
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32. In regards to claim 18, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 10 and 13-14 are applied. 

33. In regards to claim 19, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 8 and 14 are applied. 

34. Claims 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Muller et al. in view of Briffe et al. f as applied to claims 6, 10 and 13 above, and further 
in view of Factor as applied to claims 7-8, 14, and 17-19 above, and further in view of 
Palmer et al. as applied to claims 11-12 above. 

35. In regards to claim 1 5, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 14 and 11 are applied. 

36. In regards to claim 16, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 12, and 15 are applied. 

37. Claims 9 and 20 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Muller et al. in view of Briffe et al. as applied to claims 6, 10 and 13 above, and further 
in view of Factor as applied to claims 7-8, 14, and 17-19 above, and further in view of 
Nakajima etal., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2001/0055029. 

38. In regards to claim 9, Muller et al., Briffe et al., and Factor in combination 
disclose the limitation of a processor configured to provide the second set of 
information to the first monitor if the second monitor fails as applied to claims 7-8, 
14, and 17-19 above, but do not disclose the limitation of the first set of information 
corresponds to a first priority, and wherein the processor is configured to provide 



Application/Control Number: 09/680,776 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2672 

the second set of information to the first monitor only if the second priority is 
higher that the first priority. 

• Nakajima et al. discloses a switching control connected to a display, 
wherein, the input signal having the highest priority among the two host 
computers is allowed to be displayed on the display monitor (Paragraph 
[0044]). Thus, the first set of information from the first host computer 
corresponds to a first priority, and the second set of information from the 
second host computer corresponds to a second priority. The second set 
of information is displayed on the first monitor only if the second priority is 
higher than the first priority. 
39. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the teachings 
of Muller et al., Briffe et al., and Factor and to take from Nakajima et al. the method of 
assigning priorities to a plurality of input information and to allow the second set of 
information to be displayed on the first monitor only if the second priority is higher than 
the first priority in order to determine the importance of all sets of information and to 
display only those information with the highest importance (priority) in case of display 
monitor failure. When a monitor fails, the information on the failed monitor is compared 
with the information on the first monitor to determine which set of information is more 
important (higher priority). It would have been obvious to allow the second set of 
information to be displayed on the first monitor only if the second priority is higher than 
the first priority. 
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40. In regards to claim 20, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 8-9 and 14 are applied. 

Conclusion 

41 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The following prior art is directed to a plurality of LCD monitors 
for use in cockpit display, wherein when one LCD fails, the second LCD displays all 
information previously displayed on the first LCD. 

U.S. Patent No. Inventor(s) 
4,371,870 Biferno 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
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for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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